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1ABSTRACT
Feedback has often been used as a means of improving employee 
performance. I t  is generally believed that feedback has a positive 
influence on performance, but l i t t l e  is known about the factors that 
influence acceptance of feedback (IIgen , Fisher, & Taylor, 1979).
The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of 
supervisor c re d ib il i ty ,  sex of supervisor, and sex of subject on- 
feedback acceptance. Subjects read a description of either a male or 
female supervisor, and the c re d ib il ity  of the supervisor was 
manipulated in these descriptions. Subjects listened to a taped 
feedback session, and then responded to a questionnaire developed to 
measure feedback acceptance. Results of a 2 x 2 x 2 (Supervisor 
C red ib ility  x Sex of Supervisor x Sex of Subject) analysis of variance 
fa iled  to provide support for the hypothesized main effects for 
supervisor c re d ib il i ty ,  sex of supervisor, and sex of subject. In 
addition, the results failed to support the hypothesized interaction 
between sex of supervisor and sex of subject or the interaction 
between sex of supervisor and supervisor c re d ib il i ty .  There were, 
however, several methodological limitations inherent in this study 
that could have contributed to the nonsignificant findings.
2Chapter I 
INTRODUCTION
Performance appraisal and performance reviews have become an 
integral part of business and industry. Industrial psychologists have 
been attempting to measure performance in industrial settings for 50 
years (Landy & Farr, 1980). Considerable research has been directed 
toward developing psychometrically sound appraisal instruments 
(Bernardin & Smith, 1981; Ivancevich, 1980; Latham & Wexley, 1978;
Saal & Landy, 1977) and assessing the ir  susceptib ility  to bias 
(Bernardin & Cardy, 1982; Holzbach, 1978; Hulin, 1982; King, Hunter,
& Schmidt, 1980).
Reliably measuring performance, however, does not guarantee the 
effectiveness of an appraisal system. One of the most extensive 
investigations of the effectiveness of a traditional performance 
appraisal program is the now classic study by Meyer, Kay, and French 
(1965) which was conducted at the General Electric Company. Managers 
and subordinates were asked to complete questionnaires both before and 
after the appraisal sessions. On the basis of this study, i t  was 
concluded that the value of a comprehensive performance appraisal 
system is questionable. Their results indicated that employees seem 
more w illing to accept suggestions from their managers when they are 
spread out over the year rather than in one comprehensive meeting. 
Results also indicated that greater performance improvement resulted 
when the manager and subordinate set specific goals to be met rather
3than having the manager c r i t ic iz e  the subordinate's current 
performance. F inally , i t  was concluded that salary considerations and 
suggestions for improving performance should be discussed in 
separate sessions. Although this was a thorough evaluation of the 
effectiveness of a performance appraisal system within an actual 
organization, i t  dealt with this issue on a macro level.
Clearly, organizations are interested in knowing whether their  
appraisal system as a whole is effective , but i t  is also important to 
have an understanding of the individual components of the appraisal 
process. The purpose of this study is to focus on one small piece of 
the complex performance appraisal puzzle—acceptance of performance 
feedback.
Supervisors are often required to provide performance feedback to 
their employees. Although i t  is generally believed that this feedback 
w ill  have a positive influence on employee performance, l i t t l e  is 
known about the underlying processes involved or the factors that 
influence feedback acceptance (Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979).
In this regard, the purpose of the present study was to investigate 
the effects of supervisor c re d ib il i ty ,  sex of supervisor, and sex of 
subject on feedback acceptance.
4Chapter I I  
LITERATURE REVIEW
Supervisor C red ib il ity
Ilgen, Fisher, and Taylor (1979) suggest that the c re d ib il ity  
of the source of feedback should influence feedback acceptance.
They focused primarily on two dimensions of c re d ib il i ty ;  expertise and 
trustworthiness.
One purpose of giving feedback is to provide the employee with 
information concerning performance. I t  would appear, then, that 
information coming from a knowledgeable or expert source would be more 
readily accepted (Ilgen et a l . ,  1979). Tuckman and Oliver (1968) 
found that teacher performance improved following feedback from 
students but decreased following supervisory feedback. They concluded 
that this was the result of teachers viewing the students' feedback as 
credible but not the supervisors' feedback. Klein, Kraut, and Wolfson 
(1971) found that employees tended to be satisfied with feedback when 
the source of the feedback was thought to be fam iliar with the job. 
Ilgen et al. (1979) concluded that satisfaction in this instance 
should be considered a reflection of feedback acceptance.
The influence of source trustworthiness on feedback acceptance 
has been implied from research concerning performance appraisal 
systems. Huse (1967) supports the use of Management by Objectives 
because this system establishes a climate of trust between the 
supervisor and subordinate. Performance feedback should be more
5readily accepted when given by supervisors who are trusted than from 
those who are perceived as untrustworthy (Ilgen et a l . ,  1979).
The research discussed above suggests that source c re d ib il i ty  
could influence feedback acceptance. Since this relationship has not 
been d irectly  tested, attention was directed to related areas of 
research from which parallels could be drawn.
Fisher, Ilgen, and Hoyer (1979) examined the relationship between 
source c re d ib il i ty ,  information favorab ility  and job offer acceptance. 
In the study, Senior business students were presented with job 
information and were asked to imagine that they had been presented 
with this information in a face-to-face meeting with one of four 
sources who differed in c re d ib il i ty .  Subjects then responded to 
questions concerning source c re d ib il i ty  and job acceptance. Results 
indicated that subjects were more l ik e ly  to accept a job offer from a 
credible source. I t  would appear, then, that i f  source c re d ib il i ty  
influences job offer acceptance i t  could also influence feedback 
acceptance.
The influence of source c re d ib il i ty  has also been of interest to 
those investigating acceptance of personality feedback. Halperin, 
Snyder, Shenkel, and Houston (1976) found lower acceptance of 
personality feedback from low-status diagnosticians than from middle- 
or high-status diagnosticians. In addition, they found an interaction 
between source status and message favorab ility , such that, status had 
l i t t l e  influence on acceptance i f  the message was positive, but became 
an important factor i f  the message was negative. Since a supervisor 
must often point out the negative aspects of an employee's performance,
6the results of this study are relevant, the implication being that an 
employee should be more w illing to accept negative performance feedback 
from a credible source.
Falcione (1974) examined the relationship between supervisor 
c re d ib il i ty  and employee satisfaction with immediate supervision in a 
large industrial organization. The results revealed a strong 
correlation between supervisor c re d ib il ity  and subordinate 
satisfaction. I t  seems that i f  supervisor c re d ib il i ty  influences an 
employee's general satisfaction with his supervisor, then i t  could 
also influence an employee's willingness to accept performance feedback 
from his supervisor.
F ina lly , support for the hypothesis that source c re d ib il i ty  could 
influence feedback acceptance comes from attitude change and consumer 
research. Researchers in these areas have been investigating the 
influence of source c re d ib il i ty  since the 1950s. Source expertise and 
trustworthiness are the characteristics that typ ica lly  have been 
manipulated. Research has consistently shown that the expert source 
has greater success in changing our opinions than the non-expert 
source (Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953; Maddux & Rogers, 1980; Mills & 
Harvey, 1972). While research has been less consistent concerning the 
influence of trustworthiness, the general trend is that a trusted 
source is more l ik e ly  to induce attitude change (Cooper & Croyle,
1984; McGinnies & Ward, 1980).
The important contribution that the attitude change and consumer 
l ite ra tu re  makes to the present study concerns the issue of message 
acceptance. While acceptance has not been d irec tly  tested in the
7performance feedback lite ra tu re , a paralle l can be drawn from the 
attitude change and consumer li te ra tu re .
Research has consistently shown that when the same message is 
presented by a credible and a non-credible source, acceptance of that 
message is greater when delivered by the credible source (Aronson & 
Golden, 1962; Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Kelman & Hovland, 1953).
When a supervisor provides feedback, i t  is an attempt, to some 
extent, to persuade subordinates to accept an evaluation and 
recommendations for improvement. Since source c re d ib il i ty  influences 
acceptance of a persuasive communication and since performance feedback 
is in a sense a persuasive message, i t  seems lik e ly  that source 
c re d ib i l i ty  w ill also influence acceptance of performance feedback.
The present study tested this hypothesis. In particu lar, i t  was 
hypothesized that acceptance of performance feedback would be greater 
when provided by a credible source.
Sex of Supervisor
One variable not previously investigated which could influence 
feedback acceptance is the sex of the supervisor. The proportion of 
women managers has increased from 15.9% in 1970 to 24.6% in 1979 
(Employment and Training Report of the President, 1980). Although 
the ir  numbers have increased, the question s t i l l  remains:
Has society's attitude toward women managers changed? Since passage 
of T i t le  VII of the C iv il Rights Act of 1964, considerable research 
has been conducted concerning perceptions and evaluations of male and 
female managers.
8Management has trad it io n a lly  been considered a masculine 
occupation. This is due in part to the stereotyped belie f that men 
possess the tra its  necessary for managerial success (Terborg & Ilgen, 
1975). Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson, and Rosenkrantz (1972) 
asked college students to identify  tra its  characteristic of men and 
women. Men were generally described as being aggressive, independent, 
objective, dominant, self-confident, and skilled in business; while 
women were described as being ta lka tive , gentle, dependent, i l lo g ic a l ,  
emotional, and passive.
Research also indicates that managers hold similar perceptions. 
Rosen and Jerdee (1978) surveyed 884 male managers and administrators. 
They found that men were perceived as having the leadership and 
decision-making sk ills  necessary for management positions. Women, on 
the other hand, were perceived as having sk ills  more in line with 
c lerical positions. Schein (1975) found that female managers also 
associated male characteristics with managerial success.
In addition to d iffe re n tia l perceptions, researchers have found 
evidence of d iffe ren tia l evaluations in employment settings. Studies 
have shown that there is a tendency to evaluate female applicants for 
a managerial position less favorably than male applicants even though 
both are equally qualified (Dipboye, Fromkin, & Wiback, 1975; Rosen & 
Jerdee, 1974). Sim ilarly, males receive more favorable evaluations 
than do females in trad it io n a lly  masculine occupations (Landy & Farr, 
1980; Schmitt & H i l l ,  1977).
Based on the above l ite ra tu re ,  the present study proposed that 
subordinates would be more accepting of feedback given by a male
9supervisor simply because management is considered a masculine 
occupation.
Sex of Supervisor x Sex of Subject
This study also proposed that there would be a significant 
interaction between sex of supervisor and sex of subject. The 
research discussed earlie r  indicated that a male in a supervisory 
position is consistent with sex role stereotypes held by both males 
and females (Rosen & Jerdee, 1978; Schein, 1975; Terborg & Ilgen, 
1975). Therefore, there should be no difference in male and female 
acceptance of feedback from a male supervisor. The situation in which 
the supervisor is female, however, is inconsistent with sex role  
stereotypes. This seems to be particu larly  true in the female 
supervisor, male subordinate situation. Males have not typ ica lly  held 
a position subordinate to women. I t  appears, then, that males might 
be less w illing than females to accept a female supervisor. This, 
in turn, could result in a general unwillingness to accept feedback 
provided by a female supervisor. I t  was hypothesized that male
subjects would be less accepting of feedback provided by a female
supervisor than would female subjects.
Sex of Supervisor x C red ib ility
This study also proposed a significant interaction between the 
sex of the supervisor and c re d ib il ity .  There is research that 
suggests bias may be affected by the qualifications of the target
person. In general, i t  has been found that competent males are rated
more favorably than competent females, and that incompetent females ('
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are rated more favorably than incompetent males (Deaux & Taynor, 1973; 
Feather & Simon, 1975; Nieva & Gutek, 1980).
I f  bias is affected by the competence of an individual, i t  seems 
plausible to expect that bias w ill  also be affected by c re d ib il i ty ,  
since both re f lec t a b i l i ty  or expertise. Therefore, i t  was 
hypothesized that an interaction would exist between the sex of the 
supervisor and c re d ib il i ty .  Subjects should be more accepting of 
feedback presented by a credible male supervisor than by a credible 
female supervisor, and they should be more accepting of feedback' 
presented by a non-credible female supervisor than by a non-credible 
male supervisor.
Sex of Subject
One f ina l variable that could influence acceptance of feedback is 
the sex of the subject. Women have tra d it io n a lly  been brought up to 
be passive and dependent (Tavris & O f f i r ,  1977). As a result, 
accepting the opinions of others would be consistent with their role. 
There is also evidence suggesting that women are more susceptible than 
men to persuasive communications (Cohen, 1964). 'Men, on the other 
hand, are socialized to be dominant and independent (Broverman et a l . ,  
1972) and, therefore, might be more l ik e ly  to question a supervisor's 
evaluation. I t  was hypothesized that there would be a significant  
difference between male and female subjects, with females showing a 
higher level of acceptance.
11
Hypotheses
In summary, this study hypothesized the following:
1. There would be a significant main effect for c re d ib il i ty  such 
that acceptance of feedback should be greater when feedback is 
presented by a credible source.
2. There would be a significant main effect for sex of supervisor 
such that subjects would be more accepting of feedback provided by a 
male supervisor.
3. There would be a significant main effect for sex of subject 
such that female subjects would be more accepting of feedback.
4. There would be a significant interaction between sex of 
supervisor and sex of subject such that male subjects would be less 
accepting of feedback provided by a female supervisor than would 
female subjects.
5. There would be a significant interaction between sex of 
supervisor and c re d ib il i ty  such that subjects would be more accepting 
of feedback presented by a credible male supervisor than by a credible 
female supervisor and would be more accepting of feedback presented by
a non-credible female supervisor than by a non-credible male supervisor.
12
Chapter I I I  
METHOD
Subjects
The subjects for this study were undergraduate students from the 
University of Nebraska at Omaha. A total of 80 subjects participated. 
The sample consisted of 40 males and 40 females. The mean age of the 
sample was 21.44 (range 18-44). A majority of the subjects were 
Freshmen (62.5%), 23.8% were Sophomores, 7% were Juniors, 3.8% were 
Seniors, and 1.3% were non-degree students. The subjects volunteered 
to participate in order to receive extra credit points in their courses. 
Measures
Acceptance of Feedback Questionnaire. The dependent variable in 
this study was acceptance of feedback. A six-item questionnaire was 
developed to measure this variable (see Appendix A, items 7-12).
Subjects used a five-point rating scale to indicate their degree of 
agreement with each of the items. A rating of 1 indicated strong 
disagreement and a rating of 5 indicated strong agreement. A total 
acceptance score was calculated by adding together the ratings for 
each of the individual items. A high score reflected greater 
acceptance.
Manipulation check. Because supervisor c re d ib il i ty  was 
manipulated in this study, six questions were included in the 
Acceptance of Feedback Questionnaire (see Appendix A, items 1-6)
13
to assess the adequacy of the manipulation. The items reflec t the 
subject's perceptions of the supervisor's c re d ib il i ty .
Employment-History Questionnaire. Because prior work experience 
could influence subjects' responses to the Acceptance of Feedback 
Questionnaire, a four-item questionnaire, concerning various aspects of 
the subjects' employment history, was developed (see Appendix B).
Sign of feedback. The sign of feedback was not manipulated in 
this study. Research indicates that positive feedback is accepted 
more than negative feedback (Ilgen, Fisher, & Taylor, 1979). Because 
this was an in i t ia l  investigation of the factors that could influence 
feedback acceptance, the decision was made to use positive feedback. 
Question 13 of the Acceptance of Feedback Questionnaire (see Appendix 
A) was included to determine whether the subjects perceived the 
feedback as positive.
Procedure
Subjects were tested in groups of four (two males and two 
females). Two testing rooms were used and were set up so that males 
were in one room and females were in the other. Subjects were told 
that the experimenter was interested in reactions to d ifferent styles 
of providing feedback.
When subjects arrived, they were given a set of written 
instructions (see Appendix C) which informed the subjects that they 
were going to listen to a tape recording of an actual performance 
review session (audiotapes rather than videotapes were used to control 
for the possible influence of nonverbal cues and physical appearance). 
They were told to listen to the tape as i f  they were the person
14
receiving the feedback. After they read the instructions, the 
subjects were given a written description of the supervisor who would 
be providing the feedback. Supervisor c re d ib il i ty  was manipulated in 
these written descriptions.
Subjects read a description of either a credible male supervisor, 
a non-credible male supervisor, a credible female supervisor, or a 
non-credible female supervisor (see Appendix D). There was no 
difference in the descriptions of the male and female supervisors.
After reading the descriptions, subjects listened to the taped feedback 
session. Each subject had their own tape recorder and listened to the 
tape through headphones. Sex of supervisor and sex of subordinate 
(the person receiving feedback) were manipulated on the tapes. The 
combination of the c re d ib il i ty  and sex manipulations resulted in eight 
possible conditions: a credible male supervisor providing feedback
to a male; a non-credible male supervisor providing feedback to a male; 
a credible female supervisor providing feedback to a male; 
a non-credible female supervisor providing feedback to a male; 
a credible male supervisor providing feedback to a female; 
a non-credible male supervisor providing feedback to a female; 
a credible female supervisor providing feedback to a female; and 
a non-credible female supervisor providing feedback to a female.
Male subjects were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions in 
which a supervisor provided feedback to a male and female subjects 
were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions in which a 
supervisor provided feedback to a female. There were no differences 
in the eight conditions in terms of the feedback provided. The
15
confederates who were second-year Master's students in industrial 
psychology followed a standard script when they recorded the feedback 
sessions (see Appendix E). After listening to the taped feedback 
session, subjects f i l le d  out the Acceptance of Feedback Questionnaire. 
They were instructed to respond to the questions as i f  they themselves 
had just been given feedback.
Pi lot Study
Before the actual experiment was conducted, the c re d ib il i ty  
manipulation was tested on 41 Psychology 101 students. Each subject 
read one of the four possible supervisor descriptions. Subjects then 
responded to the f i r s t  six items of the Acceptance of Feedback 
Questionnaire. These items reflected subjects' perceptions of the 
c re d ib il i ty  of the supervisor. One-tail t_-tests were calculated for 
each of the four conditions. Male subjects perceived the credible 
male supervisor as s ign ificantly  more credible than the non-credible 
male supervisor, t_(9) = 2.62, £  < .01. Female subjects perceived the 
credible male supervisor as s ignificantly  more credible than the 
non-credible male supervisor, t_(8) = 5.35, £  < .01. Male subjects 
perceived the credible female supervisor as s ignificantly  more credible 
than the non-credible female supervisor, t_(8) = 3.89, £  < .01. Female 
subjects perceived the credible female supervisor as s ign ificantly  
more credible than the non-credible female supervisor, Jt(8) = 9.96,
£  < .01. These results suggest that the c re d ib il i ty  manipulation 
was successful.
16
Chapter IV 
RESULTS
R e lia b il i ty  of Acceptance and C red ib il ity  Check Measures
The dependent variable in this study was acceptance of feedback 
as measured by items 7-12 of the Acceptance of Feedback Questionnaire. 
The r e l ia b i l i t y  of this measure was assessed by calculating coefficient 
alpha. Coefficient alpha was .84 for the total sample, .79 for males, 
and .88 for females. The interitem correlations appear in Table 1. 
Examination of this table indicated that a ll of the items were 
sign ifican tly  intercorrelated. The average interitem correlation was 
.49. These results support the use of a composite acceptance score.
The r e l ia b i l i t y  (coeffic ient alpha) of the six items used as a 
check of the c re d ib il i ty  manipulation was .73 for the total sample,
.71 for males, and .75 for females. The interitem correlations are 
presented in Table 2. The results indicate that for the most part 
these items were s ign ificantly  intercorrelated. There were three 
exceptions to this general trend. The correlations between questions 
1 and 4, questions 3 and 5, and questions 5 and 6, were not 
significant. Since these items were only used as a check of the 
c re d ib i l i ty  manipulation, the decision was made to use a composite 
c re d ib i l i ty  score.
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Table 1
Interitem Correlations of the Acceptance of 
Feedback Questionnaire
Question
Question
8 9 10 11 12
7 .59** .54** .48** .39** .58**
8 .48** .35** .40** .74**
9 .61** .38** .45**
10 .35** .43**
11 .41**
* * £  < .01
18
Table 2
Interitem Correlations of the C red ib ility  
Manipulation Check
Question
Question
2 3 4 5 6
1 .50** .31** .16 .24* .41**
2 .32** .24* .37** .37**
3 .37** .14 .38**
4 .43** .49**
5
oCM•
*£  < .05 
* * £  < .01
19
Means and Standard Deviations
Means and standard deviations of the dependent variable by sex 
and total sample appear in Table 3. Examination of Table 3 reveals 
that there were no sex differences for the dependent variable, 
t(78) = .08, £  > .20.
Means and standard deviations of the four employment-history 
variables by sex and total sample appear in Table 4. There were no 
significant sex differences for prior supervisory experience, 
t_(78) = 1.36, £  > .05, having received performance feedback prior to 
participating in this study, jt_(78) = .50, £  > .20, or for having given 
performance feedback, ;t(78) = 1.09. £  > .10. Results of a chi-square 
analysis also indicated that there was no relationship between sex of 
subject and prior work experience, x (2, JN = 80) = 4.18, £  > .10. 
Examination of frequency data indicated that 39% of the sample had 
part-time work experience, 35% had fu ll-t im e  work experience, and only 
6% had no work experience; 36% had supervisory experience, 58% had 
received performance feedback prior to participating in this study, 
and 35% had given performance feedback prior to participating in 
this study.
Question 13 of the Acceptance of Feedback Questionnaire was 
included to assess subjects' perceptions of the sign of feedback.
The mean rating was 3.76 indicating that subjects perceived the 
feedback as s lig h tly  positive.
Correlational Analysis
The correlations between acceptance of feedback and four 
employment-history variables are presented in Table 5. Examination
20
Table 3
Means and Standard Deviations of Feedback Acceptance 
by Sex and Total Sample
Mean SD Range
Total Sample 23.44 3.74 13-30
Males 23.47 3.49 16-30
Females 23.40 4.02 13-30
Note* N = 80 for total sample
N = 40 for males
N = 40 for females
21
Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations of Employment-History 
Variables by Sex and Total Sample
Total 
(N = 80)
Males 
(N = 40)
Females 
(N = 40)
Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Prior work 
experience 1.36 .62 1.35 .70 1.38 .54
Prior supervisory 
experience .45 .50 .53 .51 .38 .49
Have you received 
performance 
feedback prior to 
participating in 
this study .73 .45 .70 .46 .75 .44
Have you ever 
given performance 
feedback .44 .50 .38 .49 .50 .51
22
Table 5
Correlations between Acceptance of Feedback and 
Employment-Hi story Variables (N = 80)
Item Acceptance of Feedback
Prior work experience .01
Prior supervisory experience .03
Have you received performance 
feedback prior to participating  
in this study .05
Have you given performance 
feedback prior to participating  
in this study .10
23
of this table indicated that there were no significant correlations 
between any of the employment-history variables and acceptance 
of feedback.
The correlation between acceptance of feedback and perceived 
c re d ib i l i ty  was .73 (£ < .001) for the total sample, .64 (£ < .001) 
for males, and .82 (£ < .001) for females. These results indicated 
that there was a significant relationship between acceptance of 
feedback and perceived c re d ib il i ty .
Manipulation Check
To ensure that subjects perceived significant differences between 
the credible and non-credible supervisors, a 2 x 2 x 2 (Sex of Subject 
x Sex of Supervisor x C red ib ility ) analysis of variance was performed 
on the c re d ib il i ty  scale composite. The results of this analysis are 
presented in Table 6. The main effect for c re d ib il i ty  reached 
significance, £ (1 , 72) = 10.99, £  < .001, which indicates that the 
c re d ib i l i ty  manipulation was successful. However, one-tail £-tests  
performed for each of the four conditions indicated that while male 
subjects perceived a significant difference in c re d ib i l i ty  when the 
supervisor was male, £(18) = 2.07, £  < .05, they did not perceive a 
significant difference when the supervisor was female, £(18) = .87,
£  > .10. Female subjects perceived a significant difference in 
c re d ib i l i ty  when the supervisor was male, £(18) = 2.39, £  < .01, and 
when the supervisor was female, £(18) = 1.70, £  < .05. Cell means are 
presented in Table 7. Although there appears to be a contradiction 
between significant £-tests and non-significant interactions in the
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Table 6
Analysis of Variance Table for Effects of Supervisor 
C red ib ility , Sex of Supervisor, and Sex of Subject 
on Perceived C red ib ility
Source of Variance
Sum of 
Squares df
Mean
Square F
Sex of Subject (Sex) 4.51 1 4.51 .42 '
Sex of Supervisor (SSex) 6.61 1 6.61 .62
C red ib ility 117.61 1 117.61 10.99***
Sex x SSex 9.11 1 9.11 .85
Sex x C red ib ility 2.11 1 2.11 .197
SSex x C red ib ility 2.11 1 2.11 .197
Sex x SSex x C red ib ility 1.51 1 1.51 .141
Residual 770.300 72 11.568
* * * £  < .001
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Table 7
Cell Means for C red ib il ity  Composite Scores
Sex of Supervisor
Male Female
Sex of 
Subject
Credible 
Mean SD
Non-Credible 
Mean SD
Credible 
Mean SD
Non-Credible 
Mean SD
Male 23.40 2.17 20.70 3.50 22.90 3.35 21.40 4.30
Female 24.60 2.80 21.80 2.44 23.30 2.95 20.60 4.06
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analysis of variance, i t  should be noted that the t^-tests were one­
ta iled  and, therefore, more powerful.
Tests of Hypotheses Concerning Acceptance of Feedback
A 2 x 2 x 2 (Supervisor C red ib ility  x Sex of Supervisor x Sex of 
Subject) analysis of variance was performed to test the hypotheses of 
this study. The results of this analysis appear in Table 8. Cell 
means are presented in Table 9. The results did not support the 
hypothesized main effects for c re d ib il i ty ,  sex of supervisor, or sex 
of subject. In addition, there was no support for the hypothesized 
interaction between sex of supervisor and sex of subject or for the 
interaction between sex of supervisor and supervisor c re d ib il i ty .  The 
only significant effect was for a non-hypothesized interaction between 
sex of subject and c re d ib il i ty ,  £ (1 , 54) = 5.03, £  < .05. Further 
analysis indicated that the c re d ib il i ty  manipulation only affected 
acceptance of feedback by female subjects.
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Table 8
Analysis of Variance Table for Effects of Supervisor 
C red ib ility , Sex of Supervisor, and Sex of 
Subject on Acceptance of Feedback
Source of Variance
Sum of 
Squares df
Mean
Square F
Sex of Subject (Sex) .11 1 .11 .01
Sex of Supervisor (SSex) 32.51 1 32.51 2.45 '
Credibi1i ty 32.51 1 32.51 2.45
Sex x SSex 1.01 1 1.01 .08
Sex x C red ib ility 66.61 1 66.61 5.03*
SSex x C red ib ility 6.61 1 6.61 .49
Sex x SSex x C red ib ility 12.01 1 12.01 .91
Residual 954.30 72 13.99
* j d  < .05
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Table 9
Cell Means for Acceptance of Feedback
Sex of Supervisor
Male Female
Credible Non-Credible Credible Non-Credible
Sex of 
Subject Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Male 24.40 2.50 23.60 3.24 22.00 3.74 23.90 4.28
Female 25.60 3.37 22.70 3.16 24.30 3.60 21.00 4,76
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Chapter V 
DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of 
supervisor c re d ib il i ty ,  sex of supervisor, and sex of subject on 
acceptance of performance feedback. The results did not support the 
hypothesized main effects for c re d ib il i ty ,  sex of supervisor, or sex 
of subject nor did they support the hypothesized interaction between 
sex of supervisor and sex of subject or the interaction between sex of 
supervisor and supervisor c re d ib il i ty .  There was, however, a 
significant correlation between acceptance of feedback and perceived 
c re d ib il i ty .  In addition, there was a significant interaction between 
sex of subject and supervisor c re d ib il i ty .  These findings prompted 
post hoc analyses in hopes of understanding why the hypotheses were 
not supported.
Although there was a significant main effect for c re d ib il i ty  on 
the manipulation check measure, t^-tests indicated that the c re d ib il ity  
manipulation was effective for female subjects in both the male and 
female supervisor conditions but was only effective for male subjects 
in the male supervisor conditions. Analysis of acceptance of feedback 
data indicated that male subjects did not respond d iffe ren tly  to 
c re d ib il i ty  regardless of the sex of the supervisor. In fact, male 
subjects were s lig h tly  more accepting of feedback from a non-credible 
female supervisor than from a credible female supervisor. Although 
this difference was not significant, i t  should be noted that this
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result was in a direction opposite to what was predicted. In addition, 
male subjects were not as accepting of feedback from a credible female
supervisor as were the female subjects, and the difference approached
significance, ;t(18) = 1.39, j) < .20. On the other hand, males were 
more accepting of feedback than females when the supervisor was a 
non-credible female. This difference also approached significance, 
t_(18) * 1.42, £  < .20. Therefore, in the analysis of the acceptance 
of feedback data, i t  is not surprising that the main effect for 
c re d ib il i ty  and the interaction between sex of supervisor and 
c re d ib i l i ty  were not s ignificant.
There are several other potential explanations for why the
acceptance of feedback measure did not show a significant main effect
for supervisor c re d ib il i ty .  F irs t ,  the descriptions of supervisor 
cred ib i1i ty  might not have been adequate. This explanation is not 
e n tire ly  satisfactory, however, because the manipulation was successful 
for female subjects and had been successful for both males and females 
in the p ilo t study. A second explanation might be that the 
nonsignificant findings were the result of a sys.tematic error in 
responding by some of the male subjects. For example, some male 
subjects may have coded their answers incorrectly. This could explain 
why male subjects showed a greater degree of acceptance when feedback 
was provided by a non-credible rather than a credible female 
supervisor. On the other hand, there is no reason to believe that 
such an error would be more l ik e ly  among male than female subjects. 
Third, i t  is possible that male subjects responded primarily to the 
sex of the supervisor and not to the c re d ib il i ty  manipulation.
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Replication of this study is recommended to determine whether these 
results were simply a function of the male subjects in this study or 
i f  there is , in fac t, a tendency for males and females to respond 
d if fe re n t ia l ly  to supervisor c re d ib il i ty .
The results of this study did not support a main effect for sex 
of supervisor. I t  is tempting to conclude that this is an indication 
of changing attitudes toward women managers. This conclusion is not 
warranted, however, because one can never prove the null hypotheses.
In addition, one cannot generalize to a general population from a 
student population which may be sensitized to issues of sex-role 
stereotyping.
I t  is d i f f ic u l t  to draw any firm conclusions from this study 
concerning the influence of supervisor c re d ib il ity ,  sex of supervisor, 
and sex of subject on acceptance of performance feedback. The sex of 
subject x c re d ib il i ty  interaction does, however, indicate the need for 
further research.
Future research should be designed to eliminate methodological 
lim itations inherent in this study. I t  is possible that using a taped 
feedback session did not adequately re flec t a true feedback session. 
Subjects were asked to listen to a taped feedback session as i f  they 
themselves were receiving feedback. I t  is possible that subjects 
could not assume this role. Even i f  they could assume the 
subordinate's role , there are d istinct differences between the 
experimental condition and a true feedback session. F irs t ,  unlike 
actual subordinates, subjects did not perform the tasks that were 
being evaluated. As a resu lt, they could not compare the supervisor's
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evaluation with personal beliefs concerning the quality of their  
performance. I t  seems l ik e ly  that supervisor c re d ib il i ty  would become 
more of an issue in acceptance of actual performance feedback, 
especially when the supervisor's evaluation did not match the 
subordinate's evaluation. Halperin et a l. (1976) found that acceptance 
of discrepant and negative personality interpretations was greater 
from a high status source. Second, because i t  was not the subject's 
own performance that was evaluated, one would have to question how ego 
involving the experiment was for them. I t  may have been d i f f ic u l t  for 
subjects to take criticism  or praise personally in this study. In an 
actual feedback session, where ego involvement is greater, a 
subordinate may be more w illing to accept both criticism and praise 
from a credible supervisor. Clearly, the best solution for overcoming 
these limitations would be to conduct this study in an actual 
organization. Since i t  is d i f f ic u l t  to conduct f ie ld  research, i t  is 
suggested as a compromise that a study be conducted in which subjects 
actually perform an ego involving task and then receive feedback 
concerning the ir  performance from more and less credible sources.
In addition to overcoming the methodological limitations of this  
study, future research should investigate the influence of the sign of 
feedback on feedback acceptance. Subjects in this study perceived the 
feedback as s ligh tly  positive. Research indicates that positive 
feedback is accepted more than negative feedback (Ilgen et a l . ,  1979). 
I t  is possible that supervisor c re d ib il ity  could become more of an 
issue in feedback acceptance when the feedback is negative.
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Finally , further development of the acceptance of feedback and 
c re d ib i l i ty  check measures is necessary. Although the r e l ia b i l i t y  of 
both measures was reasonably high, in the 80 's and 7 0 's respectively, 
the interitem correlations were disappointingly low and should 
be improved.
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Acceptance of Feedback Questionnaire
Instructions: You have just listened to a feedback session. Please,
answer the following questions as i f  you were the person who had been 
given the feedback. Please make sure that you f i l l  in the c irc le  that 
corresponds to the answer you choose.
Rating Scale
a = strongly disagree 
b = disagree 
c * uncertain 
d = agree
e = strongly agree
1. I feel the supervisor is trustworthy.
2. I trust the advice the supervisor gave.
3. I feel the supervisor has not given an honest appraisal of 
my performance.
4. The supervisor knows a lot about what I do on the job.
5. I consider the supervisor to be an expert.
6. The supervisor does not know what he is talking about.
7. The meeting with the supervisor was not helpful.
8. I feel that the supervisor gave good advice.
9. I would not try  the suggestions the supervisor gave.
10. I accept the advice the supervisor gave.
11. I do not agree with the supervisor's evaluation of my
performance.
12. I feel that the suggestions given by the supervisor would 
be helpful.
13. Overall, I feel that the feedback provided was positive.
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Employment-History Questionnaire
1. Have you ever had any paid work experience?
No = 0
Part-time = 1 
Full-time = 2
2. Have you had any supervisory experience?
No -  0 
Yes = 1
3. Have you ever received performance feedback?
No = 1 
Yes = 1
4. Have you ever given performance feedback? 
No = 0 
Yes = 1
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Instructions: In a few minutes you are going to listen to a recording
of an actual performance feedback session that was taped a few weeks 
ago at a local air fre ight company. After listening to the tape, you 
w ill  be asked to answer a few questions concerning the supervisor and 
the feedback. Please read and follow the numbered instructions below.
1. Please read the description of the supervisor provided below.
This information describes the supervisor who w ill be providing 
feedback on the tape.
DESCRIPTION APPEARS HERE
2. I f  you are ready, you can now listen to the tape. As you lis ten ,  
imagine that you are the subordinate (Paul on the tape) who is 
receiving feedback from your supervisor. Push the button marked 
PLAY to start the tape. When the tape is finished, push the 
button marked STOP.
3. After you have listened to the tape, please answer the questions 
on the attached questionnaire. Please read the instructions 
carefully  before answering the questions. There are a tota l of 
13 questions. Please answer all questions. When you have 
finished, return a ll forms to the experimenter.
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Supervisor Descriptions
Credible Supervisor
John (Joan) has been a supervisor with the company for 15 years. 
He (She) received a Bachelors degree in Business Administration from 
the University of Nebraska. He (She) participated in an extensive 
training program to learn a ll aspects of his (her) subordinate's job. 
He (She) has been described by his (her) subordinates as fa ir  
and honest.
Non-Credible Supervisor
John (Joan) has just been hired as a supervisor. He (She) has 
had no supervisory experience. He (She) is the son (daughter) of the 
Vice President of the company. Prior to this job, John (Joan) worked 
as a waiter (waitress) at a local restaurant.
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Supervisor: 
Subordinate: 
Supervisor: 
Subordinate: 
Supervisor:
Subordinate:
Supervisor:
Subordinate:
Supervisor:
Subordinate: 
Supervisor:
Feedback Script
Good morning (Paul or Mary), how are you?
I'm fine.
The weather has rea lly  been crazy la te ly , hasn't it?
I t  sure has.
I t ' s  time for your annual review, so I 've called you in 
this morning to discuss your performance over the 
past year.
I would like  to go over this evaluation sheet with you.
Overall, your performance has been pretty good. You seem 
to be getting along well with your co-workers.
You're very careful with customer packages. There 
haven't been any reports of damage to packages that you 
have handled.
I always try  to be careful.
There are a couple of areas that need improvement.
You are often using the wrong size shipping cartons.
So, I would suggest that you review your procedure 
manual. There is a chart in the manual that indicates 
what size carton to use based on the size of the package 
you are handling. You should copy this chart and keep 
i t  in your work area.
I don't understand why i t ' s  so important to use exactly 
the right size carton. Like you said, I haven't damaged 
any packages.
Well, f i r s t  of a ll i t  increases company costs. I t  also 
increases the likelihood of package damage.
I see.
The next point I would like  to discuss is your production 
ra te . I have noticed that your production rate is high 
in the morning, but then you tend to slack off in the 
afternoon. I suggest that you try  to pace yourself.
I f  you slow down in the morning, you should be able to 
maintain an acceptable rate in the afternoon.
49
The last point I 'd  like to discuss is your attendance 
record. In general, I am pleased. You have only missed 
one day in the past year. However, you've been late for
work several times in the past few weeks.
Subordinate: Yes, I know. I 've been having car trouble.
Supervisor: Everybody has that problem at one point in time. I t
would probably be a good idea to make arrangements to 
get a ride to work with one of your co-workers until 
your car is fixed.
Well,  that about covers everything I wanted to discuss
with you. Do you have any questions or problems you
would like to discuss?
Subordinate: No.
Supervisor: I f  you ever want to discuss anything, please come and
see me.
Subordinate: OK. I ' l l  keep that in mind.
Stage Direction: Open Door
Supervisor: Oh (Paul or Mary), when you get back to work, could you
ask Peter to come see me?
Subordinate: Sure.
